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ABSTRACT. We give explicit upper and lower bounds for N (T, x), the number of zeros of a Dirichlet L-function with
character x and height at most 7. Suppose that x has conductor ¢ > 1, and that T" > 5/7. If £ = log % > 1.567,
then T T 1
N(T,x) — (7 log = L_)) ‘ < 0.22737¢ + 2log(1 + £) — 0.5.
™ 2me 4
We give slightly stronger results for small ¢ and T'. Along the way, we prove a new bound on |L(s, x)| foroc < —1/2.
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1. STATEMENT OF RESULTS

For any Dirichlet character X, the Dirichlet L-function is defined by

(1.1

L(s,x) = %
n=1

when Rs > 1, and by analytic continuation for other complex numbers s. We adopt the usual convention of letting
p = B + i~y denote a zero of L(s, ), so that 8 = Rp and v = Ip by definition. We let

(1.2)

Z(x) ={peC:0<B <1, L(p,x) =0}

be the set of zeros of L(s, x) inside the critical strip (technically a multiset, since multiple zeros, if any, are included
according to their multiplicity). Notice in particular that the set Z(x) does not include any zeros on the imaginary axis,
even when Y is an imprimitive character; consequently, if x is induced by another character x*, then Z(x) = Z(x*).
If y is the conjugate character to X, then Z(x) = Z(x).
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FIGURE 1. The valid (Cy,Cs) pairs proved by McCurley (upper curve), claimed by Trudgian
(twenty points), and implied by Theorem 1.1 (lower curve); the two points on the lower curve
represent Corollary 1.2.

We write N (T, x) for the standard counting function for zeros of L(s, x) with 0 < 8 < 1 and |y| < T. In other
words,

N(T,x) = #{p € Z2(x): h| < T},
counted with multiplicity if there are any multiple zeros. The primary aim of this work is to provide explicit upper and
lower bounds on N (T, x) in terms of x(—1), the conductor ¢ and the height T".

Theorem 1.1. Let x be a character with conductor ¢ > 1 and let T > 5/7. Set { = log (1(27:2) If £ < 1.567, then
N(T,x) =0. If ¢ > 1.567, then

T x(=1)
2me 4

T
‘N(T, X) — (W log > ’ <0.22737¢ + 2log(1 + ¢) — 0.5.
There have been two earlier papers dedicated to finding explicit bounds for the quantity N (7', x), by McCurley [5]
in 1984 and by Trudgian [12] in 2015. Both authors gave bounds of the shape

T 4T
(1.3) ’N(ﬂx) — Zlog q‘ < Cylog T + Oy
T 2me

for positive constants C; and Co. In McCurley [5], which assumes T° > 1, these constants C; = C4(n) and
Cy = Cy(n) are functions of a parameter 7 € (0, 1/2]; for all such values of 7, one finds that necessarily C1(n) >
1/mlog2 > 0.45. Trudgian pushed McCurley’s techniques further, giving [12, Theorem 1] a table of ten pairs of
values (C1, C2) under the assumption 7' > 1 and ten further pairs under the assumption 7' > 10. All of his pairs have
C1 > 0.247, and in his proof it is asserted that Cy could be made as small as (7 log 4)’1 = 0.229612.

Regrettably, Trudgian’s paper contains an error that renders his proof incomplete. In short, the various parameters
introduced in his proofs need to satisfy certain inequalities, and he incorrectly argued that one of the inequalities was
redundant. The same difficulty unfortunately recurs in [11] (where bounds are derived for zeros of the Riemann zeta-
function) and in [12, Theorem 2] (devoted to analogous results for Dedekind zeta-functions). On a certain level, the
main purpose of the paper at hand is to repair these problems for Dirichlet L-functions, motivated by the fact that the
authors appealed to [12, Theorem 1] in the course of proving the main results of [2].

Our bound in Theorem 1.1 has a slightly more complicated shape (and uses the offset of x(—1)) to make the bound
as small as possible; however, for any C; > 0.22737, it is a simple calculus exercise to calculate a constant Cy
such that Theorem 1.1 implies the bound (1.3). We can therefore deduce the following corollary of Theorem 1.1 in a
straightforward way:

Corollary 1.2. Let x be a character with conductor ¢ > 1. If T > 5/7, then
T T
N(T,x) — P log ;—m < min{0.247 log ¢T + 6.894,0.298 log T + 4.358}.

Corollary 1.2 improves upon all twenty of Trudgian’s claimed pairs as well as upon McCurley’s parametric bound.
Figure 1 shows the (C1, Cy) pairs implied by McCurley, and the twenty pairs claimed by Trudgian, as well as the
(C1, Cy) pairs implied for T > 1 by Theorem 1.1; the two marked points are the two (C', C5) pairs from Corollary 1.2.
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As noted earlier, the current work is focused on fixing the aforementioned error in [12], while at the same time
introducing a number of further improvements. Most notably, in Theorem 5.7 we extend a bound of Rademacher [8]
on |L(s, x)| from —% <o< % to all real o, allowing us to set our parameters more liberally. Also, we make a choice
for n in terms of q and 7" that is nearly optimal, allowing us to deduce a rather simpler bound. Thirdly, we computed all
806,544 zeros of primitive L-functions, corresponding to 80,818 characters, with ¢ < 6 and 1 < ¢ < 935, to sufficient
precision to verify the bounds in Theorem 1.1 in this range, allowing us to assume greater lower bounds on 7" in our
proofs. Finally, we are also interested in lower bounds on N (T, x) when T is small, as in Conjecture 1.3 below, and
so we state the inequality in Theorem 1.1 in a form that is more useful towards that end.

For any fixed ¢, we should note that Theorem 1.1 is not particularly of practical interest. The conductor ¢ will
either be so large that “explicit” is not helpful, or small enough that one can compute the low height zeros to great
precision. For large 7', the main term % log 2‘173; so greatly exceeds the error term (even in McCurley’s form), that any
improvement is truly minor. Also, the requirement that 7 > 5/7 makes our bound unhelpful for those studying zeros
of extremely low height.

Where this result is useful is when 7" is small, but a large range of values of ¢ are to be worked with, and the need
for an explicit bound arises not from the large number of zeros that come with large T" for one character but from the
large number of characters under consideration. For example, in [2], the authors needed to treat all moduli up to g <
105, a total of 1,847,865,075 primitive characters. McCurley’s bound implies that there are at most 32,456,205,589
corresponding zeros of height at most 1 and conductor at most 10°, while Trudgian’s claims (one of which we used
in [2]) would cut this down to 21,880,443,454. Theorem 1.1 reduces this number to just 16,461,465,486. Some
computations for low height zeros and the proof of Theorem 1.1, tailored specifically for 7' = 1 and shown in Table 1
below, lower the number still further to just 14,431,705,483.

It is disappointing that, for fixed T, the main term and the error term in Theorem 1.1 are of comparable size. We
are thus motivated to conjecture, as we are unable to prove, that the error term should be an actual error term, that is,
genuinely smaller than the main term. We state this conjecture in a more qualitiative form:

Conjecture 1.3. For every real 7' > 0 and every integer M > 1, there is an integer go such that every character
with conductor at least gq satisfies N (7', x) > M.

Assuming the generalized Riemann hypothesis for Dirichlet L-functions, Selberg [9] proved that the error term
in the counting function for N (T, x) is O (%) uniformly in ¢ and T'; in particular, Conjecture 1.3 follows
from GRH. McCurley’s bound implies that this conjecture holds for 7" > 1022
this conjecture for 7 > 5/7 + 10~°. By way of example, we know of characters with conductor 840 for which
N(1,x) = 0; Theorem 1.1 implies that N (1,x) > 1 when ¢ > 1.3 x 107, The largest conductor of a character y in
our dataset with N (2, x) = 0 is 241; Theorem 1.1 implies that N (2,x) > 1 when ¢ > 1.2 x 10”.

Motivated by Selberg’s bound and somewhat substantial computation of zeros, we make a rather speculative con-
jecture.

= 1.443, and Theorem 1.1 implies

Conjecture 1.4. Let x be a character with conductor ¢ > 1. Recall that ¢ = log %. IfT > 5/7, then
T ¢ x(-1) ¢
N(T,x) — | —log — — < .
’ (T:x) (7T 8 9re 4 ~ log(2 + ¢)

The outline of this paper is as follows. In Section 2, following the approach of McCurley, we derive our first esti-
mates for N (T, x), from which our main results will follow. Section 3 is devoted to sharp inequalities for the Gamma
function. In Section 4, we begin the task of bounding the argument of L(s, x), by constructing a function whose zeros
measure changes in the argument. In Section 5, we complete this process through application of Backlund’s trick and
Jensen’s formula. Finally, in Section 6, we complete the proof of Theorem 1.1.

The technical details of our computations can be found in data files accessible at:

http://www.nt.math.ubc.ca/BeMaObRe2/

2. THE MAIN TERM
Assuming that x is a primitive character with conductor ¢ > 1, the completed L-function, an entire function, is

defined as ;
q\s/? s+a

™
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we note that the zeros of A(s, x) are precisely those of L(s, x). The functional equation is

2.1) A(s,x) = 0)A(L = 5,X),
where £(x) is independent of s and has absolute value 1.

Fix o; > 1. By integrating AW/(S, x) around the rectangle with corners at oy £+ 47 and 1 — oy £ 47" (where T is not
the height of a zero of L(s, x)), and appealing to equation (2.1) on the left half of the contour, we arrive at the identity

T qg 2 1 1/2+4iT
2.2 N(T,x) = —log = + =SInT"( + % +4 L)+ = L
( ) ( vX) T ogﬂ_—i—ﬂ_\sn (4+ 2 +12)+7Targ (S7X)s:1/27iT’
where
Qy = .
1, if x(—1)=-1,
is the sign of the character. Define
2 1 T T T 2a-1
(2.3) g(a,T) = ;(\‘ylnf(i—i-%—i-zg)—;logz—e -
so that
T q 2 . o T ¢ x(-1)

We have that

1/2+44T o1—iT o1 +iT 1/2+44T

L = L L L
argL(s, )| _ o =2ells0)| _ el taelisx)|
o T 1/2
= arg L(o —iT, x) , + arg L(o7 + it, X)‘ +arg L(o + T, x)
o=1/2 t=—T o=01

In particular,

1/2+44iT o1 T 1/2
(2.5) |arg L(s, X)’ ) < larg L(o — iT, X)‘ ‘ + |arg L(oq + it, X)‘ + |arg L(o + 4T, x)

s=1/2—iT o=1/2 t=—T o=01

These three terms sometimes all have the same sign in practice, suggesting that there is no possibility of finding
cancellation in general. Since

L(o —iT,x) = L(o +iT, X),

we have

g1 1/2

< max
o=1/2 Te{x,X}

If  is a real character then we have equality in this statement, so again there is no recoverable loss in general.
Trivial bounds on |L(s, 7)| come from comparing the Euler products of L(s,7) and ((s), leading immediately to
the following.

arg L(o —iT, x)

arg L(o 4+ T, 1)

O=01

Lemma 2.1. If s = o + itand 0 > 1, then < |L(s,7)| < (o).

(o) —

T
arg L(oq + it, T)’

Proposition 2.2. For oy > 1,

’ < 2log ((07).

Proof. For t between —T and T', Lemma 2.1 implies that

|arg L(o1 + ti,7)| < |log L(oq + ti, 7)| < log((o1).
The proposition thus follows from the fact that arg L is trapped between — log ((o1) and log ((o1), whereby its net
change is at most 2log ((o1). O

We have thus arrived at the inequality

T x(=1)

T 1/2
N(T,x) - (ﬂ log 5 — YRR g(ax,T)>

2.6)

2 2
< —log((o1) + — max |argL(oc +iT,7)
™

T re{x,x}

O=01
4



We will use Stirling’s approximation to estimate g(a,, T') in the next section, and the remainder of the work is spent on
bounding the change of arg L(o +¢T, 7) on the segment o € [1/2, o1]. Up to this point, we have followed McCurley’s
approach to the problem verbatim.

3. THE GAMMA FUNCTION

We require bounds for the Gamma function in two contexts. The first of these is in equation (2.2) where the real
part of the argument is either 1/4 or 3/4, while the second is in the situation where we have a fixed imaginary part
T'/2 and varying real part. Both usages are nicely handled by a suitable shifted version of Stirling’s approximation.

Lemma 3.1 (Stirling’s approximation). Let x and y be positive real numbers. Then SInT (z + iy) is within
(44 3m)/1440
(27 + 77

of the expression

y oo 1 3 T +2 y/12
logZ+ = (z—=) — (24 =) arct -
yoge 2<x > (a: 2>arc an ” CET)EEwY

2 2
+ J log <1 + (:v—&;)) + arctan z + arctan Tt
2 Y Y

1

Proof. By [4, Proposition 2.1], we have the identity
InT(z) =InT(z+1) —logz =InT(z + 2) —logz — log(z + 1).

Thus,
3. SInT(2) = SInT'(z + 2) — Arg(z) — Arg(z + 1).
We will use the version of Stirling’s series and corresponding error bounds given in [3]: for ®(z) > 0, there is a
complex function Ry with |Ra(2)] < % and

1
122

For = and y positive real numbers, we have Arg(z + iy) = § — arctan(x/y). Equation (3.1) now becomes

1 1
InT(z) = (z—2> logz—z+§log27r—|— + Ra(2).

1 3 2
Slnl“(:z:—&—iy):ylogy—i—z r——|—|xz+ = arctanx+
e 2 2 2 Y

y/12 y (v +2)2
e R L (R

1
+ arctan © + arctan - + + SRa(x + 2 + iy),
Y

and the lemma follows from |SR2(z + 2)| < |Ra(z + 2)|. O
Proposition 3.2. Fora € {0,1}, T > 5/7 and g(a,T) defined as in (2.3), we have
2—a
T < .
l9(a, 7)) <
Proof. We need only apply Lemma 3.1 with z = % + % and y = T'/2, finding that g(a, T') is within %
of
16 + 127 — 607Tv40a + 472 +81 T 40a + 81
(3.2) 372 + —log (14+ ———
457 (81 + 40a + 4T72) 2m 4T
2 2 1 2 5 7 2 9
+ - (arctan ot + arctan GQ; - (Z + 4) arctan C;; ) .
Proving the four inequalities (upper and lower, a = 0 and a = 1) is a typical problem for interval analysis. ]

A number of times in this work we will assert that some inequality is true “by interval analysis”. Full details are
available in Mathematica notebooks on the website



http://www.nt.math.ubc.ca/BeMaObRe2/
but we wish to indicate the idea behind this under-utilized technique here. One extends the domain of some primitive
real functions (like addition, multiplication, arctangents, logarithms, etc.) to include intervals, and so that
f(Xa, . X)) ={f(z1,. . 20) 2 € Xi )
The fundamental theorem of interval analysis says that if h is defined by a composition of primitive functions and
z; € X;, then
h(.’El, Ce ,l’n) S h(Xl, ey Xn)

For instance, (3.2), multiplied by 7" and witha = 0 and T' = [1, %} becomes

127 416 — % V43§713 log (318831193) 2 arctan 285302216 — % arctan %
3825857 2w s ’
129 (262144 (127 + 16 — 60v/85)  1291og % ) 2arctan 12 + I arctan 122 ]
128 47036295+/38713m 2567 m ’

a subset of [0.022, 0.035]. Also, T - M% becomes

262144(8 + 6 43(8 46
[ (8+6m) 43(8+6m) ] 1) 0007, 0.0008].
470362951/38713 " 163200/85

This computation then constitutes a proof that 0.0213 < T'g(0,7) < 0.0358 for 1 < T < %. It should be noted
that this proof works without floating point arithmetic, except at moments when one needs to decide which of two
expressions represents a smaller number.

One can then proceed to a proof for all T' > 5/7 by breaking the interval [5/7, 00) into sufficiently small intervals.
By the definition of uniform continuity, if the domain is broken into sufficiently small pieces, then interval arithmetic
will yield a sufficiently tight bound on the range of the function. There is a theoretical and a practical difficulty with
this paradigm for generating proofs of inequalities. The theoretical problem is that we need not only the function to be
uniformly continuous, but for every sub-computation involved to be uniformly continuous. This may require cleverly
rewriting the expression or by introducing more primitive functions, each such introduction requiring some (usually
easy) calculus proof.

The practical difficulty that arises is that “sufficiently small pieces” can quickly become too numerous to be useful.
This can be partially addressed by rewriting the expression, but also by introducing a simple expression between the
target function and the planned bound. For example,

r 81><T 81 81

log 1+ —=
o Og( T

— X — = —,
27 4AT? 8T

and for T = [100, 200] this improves the naive interval arithmetic upper bound of % log (38835) ~ 0.064 to sgﬁ ~
0.032. That is, a theoretically tighter bound in real arithmetic may be theoretically worse in interval arithmetic. The
best expression to use may even depend on the specific interval under consideration.

In the course of our interval analysis bounds in this paper, we use Alirezaei’s uncommonly sharp bounds for

arctan z [1] and Topsge’s Padé-inspired bounds for log(1 + z) [10].

Definition 3.3. Fora € {0,1},d > 0and T > 5/7, we define

1/24d o 1/2—d
+ S In (et

E(a,d,T) = ‘%lnf(“"'“;r”)

o=1/2 o=1/2

We set E(a,d,T') to be the expression given in Figure 2, so that Lemma 3.1 applied to the definition of £(a,d,T)
gives
E(a,d, T) < E(a,d,T)

for0 <d< % and 7" > 0. While E contains many terms, they are each easy to work with computationally. Figure 3
shows E for typical arguments.
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2T/3 2T/3

E(a,d,T) =
((1, 5 ) (2a+2d+ 17)2+4T2 + (za—2d+17)2+4T2
4T/3 T (2a +17)*
B “log (14
(2a + 17)2 + 4T2 + 2 Og ( + 4T2

T 2 2d + 17)? T 2a — 2d + 17)?
_410g<1_|_(a++7)>_410g<1+(a+7)>

477 4772
(84 6m)/45
((2a + 2d + 17)2 + 4T2)*/?
(84 6m)/45 2(8 4+ 6m)/45
((2a — 2d+ 17)2 + 4T2)*?  ((2a + 17)2 + 4T2)%/2
2a+2d+1 26 —2d+1
+ 2 arctan — T — arctan T
4 9arctan _ 2a+2d+5 | pan 262445
2T 2T
2a+2d+9 2a —2d+9
+ 2 arctan — 7 arctan 7
4 9 arctan +13 20+2d+13 arctan 2a —2d+13
2T 2T
n 2a +2d+ 15 are an2a+2d+ 17
4 2T
2a —2d+ 15 arctan 20 —2d+17 2a+15 arctan 2a 4+ 17
4 2T 2 2T

FIGURE 2. Definition of E(a,d,T), fora € {0,1},0<d < 9/2,T > 5/7.

T=57 T=2

—a=0 —a=0
15 a=1 15 a=1

FIGURE 3. Graphs of £(a,d,T) forT =5/7and T = 2.

Lemma 3.4. Suppose that 0 < 61 < d < %, witha € {0,1} and T > g Then

0< E(a,01,T) < E(a,d,T).

Fora€{0,1}, 1 <d<3andT > 3,

E(a,d,T) _ (640 +216a)d —112~39a 1
T~ 1536(3T +3a—1) 210"

Proof. This is proved using interval analysis. For fixed a and 7', a degree 3 Taylor model with center O is used to
show that the derivative of T' - E'(a, d, T') with respect to d is positive for small d (using some algebra and the Moore-
Skelboe algorithm to bound the 4th derivative of E with respect to d), and the Moore-Skelboe algorithm for larger d.

As E(a,0,T) > 0, this shows that E is positive. Consult the website for details.
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4. BOUNDS ON L(s,7), AND BOUNDS ON f,(s)

4.1. Introduction of the auxiliary function f,,. We will construct a function that has many zeros if arg L changes
substantially on the interval on [% +4T, 01 +iT). To wit, let m be a large integer, and define, for s a complex number,

fm(s) = %(L(s +iT, 7)™ + L(s — iT, 7)™).

Notice the use of s £ 4T, rather than ¢ + iT'; this is done so that f,, is holomorphic. Note further that, for real
arguments, f,, simplifies nicely:

fm(0) == (L(o + Ti,7)™ + L(o — T4,7)™)

1
2
1 -
=3 (L(o +Ti, 7)™ + L(o + T4, 7)™)
=RL(c+Ti,7)".

The tactic we will employ follows McCurley [S]. If arg L changes, then arg L™ changes m times more, and this
causes L(o + T, 7)™ to be purely imaginary many times, whereby f,,, will have many real zeros. We use Jensen’s
formula to bound the number of zeros in terms of an integral of log | f,,|, and then bound the integral using a variety
of estimates, trivial and non-trivial. As m — oo, this tactic captures the total variation of arg L, which is sometimes
as small as the net change.

Definition 4.1. We define n,,, to be that integer (depending on m) for which
1/2

1
4.1) Ny < — |arg L(o + 4T, 7)™
™

< N+ 1.

=01

Since we will take m — oo, the reader will be well-served to think of n,, as being very large. We will find upper and
lower bounds for n,,, /m.

Lemma 4.2. The function f,, has as at least n,, zeros on the real segment [%, o1), and

<nm+1
m

1/2

nﬂgl

arg L(o +iT,7)
m ~

o=01

Proof. By Definition 4.1, we know that the expression % + % arg L(o + 4T, 7)™ is an integer for at least n,,, different
values of ¢ in the interval [1/2, o1]. In other words,

fm(o) =RL(c +iT, 7)™ =0
for at least n,,, different values of o.

As m is an integer, we have that arg L(s, 7)™ = marg L(s, 7). Thus, dividing the inequalities in line (4.1) by m
leads to the desired conclusion. |

If we had defined f,,, with subtraction instead of addition, thereby picking out the imaginary part instead of the real
part of L(s, 7), the analogue of the proof of Lemma 4.3 would not be valid.

Lemma 4.3. For any real ¢ > 1, there is an infinite sequence of integers m with f,(c) # 0, and moreover, along that
sequence
¢(o)

1
ligln <_m log |fm(c)|> <log 20

Proof. Define K and ¢ by L(c + Ti,7) = Ke¥'. Since L(s,7) # 0 for o > 1 and ¢ > 1, we know that K > 0, and
also L(c — Ti,7) = L(c +iT,7) = Ke~¥'. We have
fm(c). _1 1 L(c— Tz:,i')m _1 (1 + e~2mvi)
Liec+Ti)ym 2 L(c+Ti,T)™ 2
Whatever the value of v, there is a sequence of values of m with the property that —2m — 0 (mod 27), whence
fm ()
For o > 1, we have the Euler product bound from Lemma 2.1

¢(20)
¢(0)

< |L(o +it, 7).

8



This translates, for m a sequence of integers with the above property, into the bound

R 1 R B 1 N
LR Ter o =W e @)
which becomes
0 < limlog | (c)| — mlog Cg((Qcc))’
completing the proof. -

5. JENSEN’S FORMULA

We apply Jensen’s formula to the sequence of functions f, (s) and the open disk D(c, r) with center ¢ and radius .
Here, m ranges through the sequence of positive integers defined in Lemma 4.3. As 7 and 7 are nonprincipal, each f,,
is entire, and in particular holomorphic on D(c, ). Let Z,,,(X) be the multiset of zeros of f,, in the set X C C. Let

1 r
5.1 Sm(c,r) = — log —.
(5.1) (er)=— > B
z2€Z, (D(c,r))
In our setting and notation, Jensen’s formula is as follows.

Theorem 5.1 (Jensen’s formula). Let ¢ € C, and let r > 0 be real. If f,,(c) # 0, then

1 1 ™1 .
Sm(c,r):—glog|fm(c)|+—/ Lo | e+ re”)] do.

2 J_,
We apply this to derive an upper bound upon S, (c, 7).

Proposition 5.2. Let c,r and o1 be real numbers with
1
c—r<§<1<c<al<c—|—r,

and F, : |-, 7] — R an even function with F,,(0) > L log|fy(c+ re'®)|. Then

Tim_Sp(e,r) < log Cg((;c)) + % /0 " F. () do.

We will give a lower bound on the sum that involves == in Section 5.1, and an upper bound on the integral, via
an explicit F, ,, using classical and new bounds on L-functions in Section 5.2. What will then remain is the work of
choosing good values for ¢, r and o1, which we do in Section 6.

5.1. Backlund’s trick and the Jensen sum.

Lemma 5.3. Let d and T be positive real numbers, and E(a,d,T) be as in Definition 3.3. Then

1/24d 1/2—d

arg L(o + 4T, 7)™ < |larg L(o +iT, 7)™ +mé&(ar,d,T).

o=1/2 o=1/2

Proof. By the functional equation (2.1),

1/2+d 1/2—d
arg A(o + 4T, 7) +argA(o + T, 7) =
o=1/2 o=1/2
Since
. g (s+ar)/2 ra
arg A(o +1iT,7) = arg (7) +argl'(*5*=) +arg L(s,7)
T

4
=3 log g, SInT (&) + arg L(s, 7),
77

we see that the terms
1/2+d

1/2—d
+arg L(o + T, 7)
2

arg L(o + 14T, 7)

o=1

o=1/2
and

) 1/2+d ) 1/2—d
ST (et + §In[(2tectil)

9

o=1/2 o=1/2



add to 0, and so have the same absolute value. This last displayed equation has the same absolute value as £(a,,d, T).
As arg L(o 4+ ¢T, 7)™ = marg L(o + iT'), we have established this lemma. O

We will appeal to the following proposition with rather weak constraints on c and r; if 7 is much larger than ¢, then
we can in fact do slightly better. The source of the error in [12] is in not tracking the constraints on ¢ and r and how
they impact the applicability of “Backlund’s trick”.

Proposition 5.4 (Backlund’s trick). Let c and r be real numbers , and set
—1/2)? 1
o1 ::c—i—M and 6 =2c— 01 — —.
T 2
Further, let E5s .= F(a;,0,T). Ifl <c<rand(0 <§ < 2 then
1/2 - T Sm(c,T) +§+1.
2logr/(c—1/2) 2 m

Proof. The conditions on c and r imply the inequalities

arg L(o 4+ 4T, 1)

=01

1 1 1
c—r<-—0<-<-+4+0=2c—01<c<og;<c+r.

2 272

For z € D(c,r), we see that logﬁ > 0, so that

1 r 1 r
Sm(e,r) = - Z log P > - Z log P

z€Z, (D(c,r)) 2€Zm ((c—r,01])

We will further only consider particular zeros in the real interval (¢ — r, o], noting that omitting zeros from the
computation weakens rather than invalidates the claimed bound.

For real o, such as those in the interval (¢ — r, ¢ + ), we have that

fm(o) =RL(c +iT, 7)™,
and so for o € Z,,((¢c — r,c+ 1)), we have
0= fm(oc) =RL(c +iT, 7)™,

whence arg f,,(c) = § + jn for some integer j. By the definition of n,,, we are then guaranteed at least n,,, values
of o in the interval [1/2, 1] with f,,,(¢) = 0.

For 1 < k < ny,, let 0, be the smallest nonnegative real number with

1 1/2+5k
fm(1/246) =0 and k< —l|argL(oc+ T, 7)™
71'

o=1/2

We set zj, := % + 0. Define 21 to be the number of z;,’s that lie in the interval [1/2,1/2 + 6) = [1/2,2¢ — ¢1), and
let z5 = n,;, — o1 be the number of z;’s in [2¢ — 01, 01]. We have

0<0 << <y <I< gy 41 <0< 0y, <o1—1/2.

Using Lemma 5.3,

1/246y
k< —larg L(oc +iT, 7)™
o=1/2
1/276k
arg L(o +iT, 7)™ " +mé&(ar, ok, T)
1/2—6
arg L(o + 4T, 7)™ " +mE(ar, 6k, T).

<

<

Nl 3= N

For each j > 1, if k is minimal with
1/2—68;

1
— larg L(o 4+ iT, 7)™ >k—mE(ar,o,T) > j,
7r

o=1/2

then f,, has at least j zeros in [% — O, %) We define d_, so that % — §_y, is the largest of the “at least j” zeros. We
say that the zero zj, = % + J; has a pair, namely z_j = % — d_g. By construction, d_j < dk.
10



If zj, € [3, 3 + 0] is unpaired, then it contributes (using § + & < ¢)

1 1 r 1 1 S 1 1 r
—1lo =—log——=> —log——
m g|c—zk| m gc—(l—i—é)_m gc—1/2
to Sp(e,r). If 2z € [é, % + 4] is paired, then it (together with its paired zero, which is at least 5 — ¢ and so in
(¢ — r,c+ 1)) contributes
1 1 r 1 r?
—log— + —log ———
m le—zx|  m le — 2| m |c—(1/2+5k)|~|c—(1/2—5,k)\
> - > 1 r
“log —— > T log—
“m Ble-127 -8 T m Sl 12
to Sy (e, ). If 2, € [3 + 6, 01], then it contributes
1 | r > 1 1 T 1 1 r
—1lo minq —log————, — 1o
m g\c—zk|* m gc—(%—i—é)m gol—c
1 1 r
=—1lo
m 8 max{c — 5 — 0,01 — ¢}
1 1 T 1 r?
= — 10 = —_—
m gol— m g(c—1/2)

. 2
to Sy (c, ), revealing the wisdom in setting § = 2c — 07 — 3 and oy = ¢ + %
Suppose there are x zeros in [3, 2 + 6], and 2’ of them are unpaired, and there are n,, — « zeros in (1 + 8, o1]. We

then have
Sm(c,r) x—/lo ! +x—9c’10 r
mAGT) = 8\ 12 m e\ (c—1/2)

oo ()
_ ' +2(x —2')+2(nm — ) log (c —Tl/Q)

V

m

2y, — o r
m & c—1/2)"

If all of the zeros were unpaired, then 2n,, — 2’ = n,,, and this argument would reduce to McCurley’s. Fortunately,
by construction ' < mFE;s /7, and so

2y, — mEs/m r
m b 2 1 k)
Sm(e,7) m ©8 (c—l/2)

whence
Sm ( ) E5

=TTt o

Lemma 4.2 completes this proof. (]

'

*S
m

No effort was made to use the pairs of zeros in (% + 0, 01]. This is because the pairs of such zeros may lie outside
(¢ — r,c + r) and so may not contribute to S. With a stronger assumption about 7, we can guarantee that the pair
should get counted and obtain a slightly stronger but more involved bound. In practice, the paired zero is very close
to the edge of D(c, ), and so the improvement is very slight except for tiny ¢ and 7', which we may handle by direct
computation anyway.

Proposition 5.5 (Backlund’s trick, inelegant version). Let c and r be real numbers, and set o1 == % +2(c— %) and
0:=2c— o0y — % Further, let

1 r
Sm(c, = log —,
(c,7) - Z og =
2€Z,, (D(c,r))
11



Es = E(a,,8,T), and E,, == E(a;,01 — 3, T). Ifr > (1+V2)(c— %), ¢>1and + <5 < o1 < §, then

T Sm(c,T) Es wm E, —E;s (1 log(1 + v/2) )
5 )

1/2

arg L(o 4+ 4T, 1)

S Slogr/c—1/2) T2 T T logr/(c—1/2)

Proof. The proof is essentially identical to that of the preceding proposition. We arrive at the inequality

o=01

) r x] — ) r? xh r
Sple,r) > L1 log [ ———— ) + 221
(cr)_m Og<0—1/2>+ m Og((c—1/2)2 +m 8 o1 —¢
2n T X T
S — 1 -
m Og(cl/Q) m Og<c1/2)’
from which this proposition follows, again upon invoking Lemma 4.2. (|

5.2. The Jensen integral. To use Proposition 5.2, we require an explicit function F, ,.(#) that will bound the quantity
LJog | fin(c+ re)| and that is even as a function of 6.

We begin by quoting some useful bounds on L(s, 7). The first bound (5.2) is straightforward from the Euler prod-
ucts for L(s, ) and {(s). The second bound (5.3) is Rademacher’s convexity bound [8]. The third bound (5.4) follows
from the second with 7 = —o, although it is actually a primary ingredient in Rademacher’s proof of equation (5.3).

Lemma 5.6. Let 7 be a primitive character with modulus q > 1. Fix a parameter n € (0, %} andlet s = o + it. If
o > 1+mn, then

(5.2) |L(s,7)| < (o).
If —n <o <1+4mn, then

q (I+n—0)/2
(53) (s, 7)] < ¢t m) (5= - Is +1])
If—% <o < —n, then
l7(7
(5.4) IL(s,7)| < ¢(1 — o) (% : |s+1|)2
We can leverage Rademacher’s argument to also provide bounds to the left of o = —1/2. For a real number z, let

[x] be the integer closest to z, choosing the one closer to 0 if there are two integers equally close to z. We note that
(2] = —[x].

For —% < o < 0, the following result reduces to equation (5.4).
Theorem 5.7. Let T be a primitive character with modulus q > 1. Suppose s = o + it, with 0 < 0. Then

—[o]

AT Lotlo] |

(5.5 Ll <ct-0) (5)"  fs =[] +1? '_Hl“”’l"
J:

Proof. Let a = a, be the sign and ¢ the modulus (and conductor) of 7. From the functional equation (2.1), it follows

that

\L(s, 7| = (2)_U+1/2

L1 — 5. 7)) -
‘ L5l

As o < 0, we may apply Lemma 2.1 to conclude that
IL(1—s,7)| < (1 —o0).

We are therefore left with a ratio of gamma functions to bound. To do this, we appeal to Euler’s reflection formula

s

I'(1-2)(z) =

sin(7z)

and Legendre’s duplication formula

L(z)[(z+3) = 21722/ . T'(22).
12



It follows, as a € {0, 1}, that

1—\(% + 155) _ F(l _ s+§—a)
(g +3) I'(g+3)
TI(2 4 9P sin(Z(s + 1 — a))

21-5T(s)sin(5(s +1—a))

Replacing s by s + k and a by b € {0, 1}, we obtain

L3+ =51 VE

D&+ =tE)y  — 2-GHOIT(s + k)sin(3(s + k+ 1 - b))’

Comparing the last two equations reveals that

D(&+15%)  D(+ =5H) 91-(H+0) P(s 4 k) sin(Z(s + k + 1 — b))
PG +3) T(3+=%) 270 D(s)  sin(3(s+1-a)
T ([ )R D)
T+ =k) sin(3 (s +1 - a))

j=1
If we now choose b = a + k (mod 2), then the last factor becomes simply +1 and hence the desired inequality follows

upon choosing k = —[o], bounding I'(2 + #) /T (% + =£E) trivially and taking absolute values. O

It is worth observing that equation (5.5) is precisely the inequality that Rademacher uses (together with equalities
from the functional equation), so any improvement to this bound would also yield an improvement to Rademacher’s
bound in the critical strip, and vice versa.

Lemma 5.8. Fix a parametern € (0, %] and T > 0. Write s = o + it. If o > 1+, then

(5.6) %log | fm ()] <log((o).

If n<o<1+mn, then

1 1+n—-0 1+n—-0o
5.7 — log | fm(s)| < log((1+mn) + —rhze logi + Llog (c+ 1)+ (|t|+T)%).
m 2 2m 4
If o < —n, then
1 1-2 1—-20+42
68 Stog| ()] <lorc(l o) + 1 10 L+ L2 E A bog (14 0 )2 4 1+ 17?)

—[o]

+5 > log ((o+k— 1)+ (t| + T)?).
k=1

Proof. For o > 1+ n > 1, the real parts of s + 7% and s — 7% are both at least 1 + 7, and so Lemma 2.1 gives

fon(s)] = % (L(s +iT, 7)™ + L(s — iT, T)m)‘

IN

(|L(s +iT,7)|™ + |L(s —iT, 7)|™)

IN
N =N =

(€(@)™ + ((0)™) = ¢(a)™

Taking real logarithms yields (5.6).
13



For the second claim, with — < o < 1 + 7, we have

| fm(s)] = % (L(s + 4T, 7)™ + L(s —iT, T)m)’

IN

(|L(s +iT,7)|"™ + |L(s —iT,7)|™)

(<§(1 +1) (%\s +Ti + 1|) (rne)/2 )

+ (C(l ) (%b _Ti+ 1|)(1+n0)/2) ) .

IN

|
2
1
2

Writing s = o + ti, with T > 0, we have!
s+ Ti+12=(c+ 1)+t +T)> < (o +1)2+ (Jt| + T)°
Thus,

il = (c4m (Lvermerare) )

and routine manipulation of logarithms completes the lemma.

Finally, for —% < o < —n, we have —[o] = 0, and so line (5.8) follows from (5.7) upon setting 7 = —o and noting
that the summation over k is empty. Assume now that ¢ < —1, so that [0] < —1. As the exponent [¢] — o + 1/2
is nonnegative, we see that the bound from Theorem 5.7 is monotone increasing for S(s) > 0 (with R(s) fixed). We
apply Theorem 5.7 to s with imaginary parts ¢ + T and ¢t — T, and |t £ T'| < [¢t| + T Thus,

| fon(s)] = % (L(s +iT, 7)™ + L(s — iT, 7)™

m [ 4 m(3-9) m g (5—0
<1-o)" (1) (0 =[]+ 1) + (ft}+ 7)) =77
—[] 1/2

II (e + %=1+ (1t| + 7))
k=1

Taking real logarithms completes the proof. (]

Definition 5.9. We set
(j+c+rcosd)? + (|rsinf| + T)?
(T +2)? '
We note that Lj(G) depends on ¢, r and T. If we suppose that 0 < § < 7 and T" > 5/7, then, from the inequality
logz <z — 1, we find that L;(0) < L7(0)/(T + 2), where

L;(0) =log

L3(0) = 2rsinf — 4 + 5 ((G+c+rcosh) + (rsinf —2)%).

Definition 5.10. Let 0 = ¢+ rcosf and ¢t = rsin #, where —m < 6 < 7. Define

log ¢(0), ifo >1+n,
14n— 14— .
£y J1oECO T+ T2+ —=L1(0), if —n<o<l+n,
er(0) = ~[o]
1—-20 1—-20+42|0 .
log¢(l—o0)+ 5 {+ 1 [ ]Ll,[g](H)—l—iZLk._l(G), ifo < —n.

We note that F,.,.(6) depends on ¢,T and n implicitly. Usefully, F., is a continuous, even function of #. Fig-
ure 4 shows the function Fy 2 1.9(¢) for ' =1 and ¢ = 106 and = 0.141.

IAs we are ultimately concerned with m — oo, we could care only about whichever one of |s & T% + 1] is larger, saving a factor of 2. But
also, as m — oo and we ultimately care about % log | fm (s)], a factor of 2 is irrelevant.
14



15+

1 1 1 J e
0 614n 6., 6. 77

FIGURE 4. The function F 5,1.9(9) for T = 1, ¢ = 10° and 7 = 0.141. With these parameters,
Ji Fra1.0(0)d9 = 16.37.

Definition 5.11. If ¢ and r are real numbers, with r positive, define 6, as

0, ifc+r < o;
0, = < arccos ";C, ifc—r<o<c+r;
m, ifo<c—r.

We remark that forc — r < o < ¢+ r, we have ¢ + rcos, = o.

Definition 5.12. We also define

1+n—c 1 r(sinf_, +sin6
k1= (0 — O149) + —(m—0_y) (c— 2> + ( 4 5 1+"),

For a positive integer J; (we will actually take J; = 64), set

Ji—1
ka(J1) = Z;r(]l(logg(c-i-r) +2 Z 10g§(c+rcos;i)>.

Jj=1

For a positive integer J> (we will actually take Jo = 24), set

Ja—1
— 6, y |
kg(J2) = % <log§(1 —c+r)+2 Z log¢(1—c— reos( + (1 — 52)91_@))).
j=1
Finally, define
1 (%
Ky = f/ (14+n—0)L7(0)do,
4 91+71
1 [0-1/2
ks =g / (1—20)L5(0)d6, and
9*77
1 [O-i-1/2 J
Ko = g / (1—20 - 2)L7, +23 L, (60) ) a0,
O—j+1/2 k=1

Note that the integrands involved here are polynomials in sin # and cos 6, and so we can evaluate the integrals exactly.
These evaluations are not enlightening to examine, but they are computationally important. For details, the reader may
consult the files ZerosOfLFunctions-Largeell.nb and ZerosOfLFunctions-Middleell.nb at

http://www.nt.math.ubc.ca/BeMaObRe2/

From the fact that I, is an even function, the Jensen integral is then bounded as

1 /™1 . 1 /7
— [ —log|fm(c+re?)|do < — / F..(0)df.
2 J_.m T Jo
We evaluate the main term of this integral (as ¢ or T' go to co) with the fundamental theorem of calculus, while the

minor terms require labourious bounding.
15
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Proposition 5.13. Let ¢, r and n be positive real numbers satisfying
(5.9) 1+n<ec<r—n,
and suppose that ¢ > 3 and T > 5/7. Then fo er(0) df is at most

014n
kil + (60— — O145)logC(1+ 1) + / log ¢(c + rcos ) df
0

K4 + K5
T+2

—|—/ log ((1 — ¢ —rcosf)df +
0

—n

The infinite sum is cosmetic: if j > r — c+ %, then6_;_ 1,5 =0_j11/o = mandso kg ; = 0.

Proof. By the hypothesized inequalities, we have 6, < 6_; /5. Rearranging terms,

T 0149 T
/0 F..(0)do :/0 log ((0) d9+/ log (1 —0o)db

9*77
0_77
(5.10) —I—/ log ¢(1+4 1) deo
0147
0_y _ T _
5.11) +e / 1+777‘Td9+/ 1729 4
014y 2 0 2
9*"1—&—77—0 0-12 1 _ 924
(5.12) + ——— L1(0)do + Li(0)do
0141 4 0—n 4
(5.13) +i/9“/2(1_2"_2% (9)+1ijL (9)) df
. — Lt 5 k—1
j=1"0-j+1/2 4 2 k=1

T+2Z“6*f'

The integrand on line (5.10) is constant; the integral is (6_, — 014,)log ((1 4+ n). The integrals on line (5.11) are

exactly K1.

For 14, < 6 < 0_,, wehave - < o < 1+npandsol+n—o > 0. For6_, <6 < 0_;/5, we have

—% < o < n<0,whence 1 — 20 > 0. Thus, line (5.12) is bounded (using T" > 5/7) by

O i14n—0 21 —-20 K4+ K5
1tn=0 . L - .
/9 ! 1(9)d9+/ 0 a0 =

14n _

Likewise, if 0 ;110 <0 <60_;_1/5,then —j — 5 <0 < —j + 5, and so
1-20-2j>0
and we can appeal to the inequality L;(0) < L3(¢)/(T" + 2). This bounds line (5.13) by

T+2Z 00

as claimed.

O

Our goal in the remainder of this section is to provide upper bounds for the two integrals appearing in the statement
of Proposition 5.13. In both cases, these bounds will take the form of a small finite sum of reasonably manageable

(that is, easily optimized) functions.

Lemma 5.14. Let ¢, and n be positive real numbers satisfying (5.9), o = ¢ + r cos 0 and Jy be a positive integer. If

014y < 2.1, then

Oren log ¢(1+n) +log((c)
/0 log ¢(0) df < 5 i,

16
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Proof. As the map 6 — log ((c+7 cos#) is increasing for 0 < 6 < 6;,,, we could use right endpoints to overestimate

the integral fOOH" log ¢(o) df. We can get the needed accuracy using many fewer terms, however, by showing that the
map is convex, whereby the trapezoid rule provides an overestimate.
To see that the map is convex, observe that
2

—c—rcosf
log ¢(c + rcosf) = dGQZ log(1—p cost)

62
rlo ) .
- Z 65%?089) (pc‘H 30 (cos @ + rlog(p) sin® f) — cos 9)
Tlng c+rcos b 2
(5.14) > Z A= porreat) (p (cos @ + log(2) sin” ) — cos 6) .

Here, the sums are over primes p. Slnce 0 <0 <014, < 2.1, Definition 5.11 and (5.9) together imply that
1<l+n=c+rcostyy, <c+rcosb

(which in particular justifies the use of the Dirichlet series for log (), while 0 < 6 < 2.1 yields the inequality
cos 0 + log(2) sin? @ > 0. It thus follows that

Pt 039 (cos  + log(2) sin” §) > (cos 6 + log(2) sin” 0),
whence
Pt o9 (cos ) + log(2) sin? §) — cos § > log(2) sin? 4,
and so (5.14) is positive, term-by-term.

Singling out the part between 6. = 7/2 and 614, > 6., we obtain the claimed bound. ]

In a nearly identical fashion, we prove the next lemma. The hypotheses on ¢, r and 1 guarantee thatc—r < 1 —c <
—n, whence m > 0,_. > 0_,,.

Lemma 5.15. Let J, be a positive integer. If r > 2c — 1 and 1 + n < ¢, then

0, 2

(01-c —0-p) + log ¢(c) + k3(J2).

6. ASSEMBLING THE BOUND

We begin this section by describing how to assemble the results in the proceeding sections to produce an explicit
bound for ¢/ > 27.02. In Section 6.2, we adjust this argument to treat values for ¢ with 5.98 < ¢ < 28. Finally, in
Section 6.3 we outline the rigorous explicit computations of zeros that allows us to handle small ¢ with ¢ < 6.

6.1. Large Values of /. Let us assume that ¢ > 27.02 and set

q(T +2) 18

0=1o 7c2.2 -
og L= € 27.02,00), D= g5g © (0:0.08),
391 149 769
— 14— C(1,1.15 - _ Y (1.06,1.65

ci=l+ o ees < ), "= 110 T 3005518 < ¢ ),

—1/2 1
o1 = c+ =172 (1.23,1.40), 6 = 2c— 01— 5 C (0.26,0.40).

T

These definitions guarantee the chain of inequalities
1
—5<c—r<1—c<—7)<0<1<1+77<c<01<c+r,

which is simply (5.9) along with the extra condition that ¢ — r < 1 — ¢ < —n. We set E5 := E(ay, 9, T). The values

for c and r were chosen after extensive numerical work, with ﬁg = 1.06429 - - - being a good approximation to our

numerically determined “ideal” value of r. Numerical work suggests that we should choose ¢ = 1 + O( 10513 ), but the

improvement in the final values is slight, while the added complexity in producing a bound would be considerable.
The value of 1 can be motivated, however, and some words on why we define 1 in this way are appropriate. To

apply Lemma 5.8, we require < 1/2. In an ideal world, we could choose 1 optimally for each o, so as to make the
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right side of (5.7) as small as possible. Experiments indicate that the numerical advantage in doing so is slight, albeit
noticeable, and not justifying the added complexity. The derivative with respect to i of (5.7) at o = 1/2is

¢'(L+n)
C(14n)

For 1) between 0 and 1/2, we know that C%(1 +n) + % is nearly linear, decreasing from v = 0.577216 to just below

1/2; we choose 5/9 as a convenient rational in the desired range. We handle small ¢ (for which 7 is near 1/2) by direct

computation of zeros, so we find it reasonable to replace %(1 + n) with % — 71] The value of ¢ will cover a range, but

t = 2 seems roughly typical. The critical value of 7 is then estimated as the solution to

1 q 1 9 5 1
—log — + -1 24T ———=0
2og2ﬁ+40g((+))+9 _—
which is n = 10174?9@' Setting 7 in this way allows us to give the single bound in Theorem 1.1 instead of a table of
bounds for various settings of 7 (as in [12]) or a bound that depends continuously on 7 (as in [5]).
With these choices of parameters, we now return to inequality (2.6). Appealing to Propositions 5.2 and 5.4, and

letting m — oo, we find that

(6.1) ’N(T,x) — (Tloqu _x(=)

1 q 1 9 9
—log — + -1 +1 7)) +
5108 5 - 4og((a )2+ (t+T)?)

2 E;s
< T —1 —
Liog 22 - XY < gt + o clon) + &
1 —1 2 1 T
og ((c) —log ((2¢) /7 / F,(0) do.
logr/(c—1/2) logr/(c—1/2) Jo
Lemma 3.2 bounds g(a,T') and Lemma 3.4 bounds E5. Combining those bounds, whose sum is monotone in d and
rational in 7', we can prove that

E; 1 1
T+~
l9(a, T)[ + = < (T —1/5) " 210

Using interval analysis,
~ log ¢(2¢) < 178¢% + 17909/ + 80807
logr/(c—1/2) = 4(12802 + 9637¢ + 164296)
We now consider the integral term in equation (6.1). We apply Proposition 5.13 to break the integral | F, into

pieces. With our settings for ¢, r, ) and bound on /, the hypotheses are satisfied and ¢;_; /o = 7 for all j > 0, whence
the “infinite” sum is 0. We use Lemmata 5.14 and 5.15 to bound the pieces. The main term is bounded as
kil < 2384136 n 798¢% + 135589/ + 80396
logr/(c—1/2) — 220 16 (3262 + 3105¢ + 38735)
Collecting the various log {(c) terms, we have a total of
(elc_9n+91+n _ 9170 +L+i+ 3) 10g<(0)
2log (7c—71/2>

T Jy 2 Jy 2
where 0, is defined in Definition 5.11. With J; = 64, J5 = 24, these terms contribute at most
—1135¢% — 2147960 + 149201 / 1365log(¢ + 1)

51202 1 751170 + 496726 | 220 510

Collecting the various log (1 + n) terms, we have a total of

(01_C +0_, — 014 1) logC(1+n) _ —182(* — 11843004 79045 ¢  529log(f+1)

2 tog¢(o)

)

™ 2

2log ﬁ ~ 51202 + 915624 + 599789 222 210

For the absolutely bounded terms, we obtain the inequalities

Ko /T _ 635 9(113745( + 25384532)
logr/(c—1/2) — 1024 64 (51262 + 1501410 + 7149852)
K3/ 491 3346893( 4 33179656

logr/(c—1/2) = 1024 512 (51262 + 21113( + 208616) "
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Since the O(1/T') terms contribute

/7 K4 1 ( —500% — 1411/ + 18281 )

<
1 r T+2 — T4+2 \ 51202 + 63962¢ + 800695
08\ =12

1/m K5 _ 1 ( —420? — 152930 — 961048 )

1 r T+2 = T+2\51202 4+ 113665¢ + 3255348
0g |\ c—1/2

we are led to conclude that

E 1 1 75
o)+ 20y MT Ky U me T
T 10g671/2T+2 long—i-? 2

The remaining terms involve only ¢, and we find (rigorously, as with all the inequalities in this article) that they are at
most

0.22737¢ + 2log(1 4+ £) — 0.5.
This establishes Theorem 1.1 for ¢ > 27.02.

6.2. Middle Values of ¢. For 5.98 < ¢ < 28, we set

c=1+ 7505 and r = & + 7747
- 111¢ + 430 140 360 + 283’

and find that
3 1
—igc—rg—i, c>1+mn, 014, <162 and 7 > 2c— 1.

A similar fully rigorous analysis yields

’N(T,x)— <z;loqu _x(=1

< 0. — 0.0.
T )‘_022737€+210g(1+€) 0.5

6.3. Small Values of 7" and ¢. We first attempted to use Rubinstein’s LCALC, and then gp/PARI, to compute all zeros
of all L-functions up to conductor 10000 and ¢ = log % < 8. However, both programs were found to miss
pairs of zeros occasionally. Using Arb for interval arithmetic, for each primitive character (we actually only concern
ourselves with one from each conjugate pair) with conductor 1 < ¢ < 935 and ¢ < 6, we rigorously bounded the
expression in equation (2.2). To do so we used the identity

1/2+iT L/(S, X)
vir L(s,x)

to rigorously bound arg L(% + T, x); the term arg L(3 + iT, x) is the principal value of the argument (it is easy to
show from the Euler product that |arg L(3 + T, x)| < 3_ arcsin p~3 < 0.176). We thereby computed N (7, x)
for some 71" greater than or equal to 27e5 /¢ — 2 (for some characters, the integrand is highly oscillatory and it can be
advantageous to let T" be slightly larger). Then, again using Arb for the rigorous computation, we found the L-function
zeros by locating sign changes in the appropriate Hardy Z-function. From this approach, we rigorously located (and
stored) every zero of every nontrivial primitive Dirichlet L-function with conductor at most 934 and ¢ < 6, accurate
to within 10~'2. By only considering one from each pair of complex characters and only the positive imaginary parts
for real characters, we examined 80818 characters and found a total of 403272 zeros.

With this dataset, we have proved the following lemma. The code to generate the dataset (in C), to process the
dataset into Mathematica format, and Mathematica code to pull the following lemma out of the data, are all available
on the website. Additional commentary on each item is provided below.

1
arg L (2 +iT,X> =arg L(3+iT, x) Jr%/
3

Lemma 6.1. Let 1 < q < 935, suppose that x is a primitive character with conductor q , and set { := log af+2),

2m
Then
(a) All of the zeros of L(s,x) with real part between 0 and 1 and imaginary part between —2(e®m — q)/q and
2(eST — q)/q have real part equal to 1/2.
(b) If T > 0and ¢ < 1.567, then N(T,x) = 0.
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(c) If T > 0 and 1.567 < £ < 6, then
T, T x(-1) 4
N(T — [ —log — — < .
‘ (T:x) (w e 4 ~ log(2+¢)

(d) Leta = (1 — x(—1))/2and T € {2,1,2}. Let 0 < k < 4, or (T, k) = (2,5), or (a,T, k) = (1,2,6). Let
qa(T, k) be the integer corresponding to a, T and k in Table 1. Then:
Ifq<q.(T,k)and ay, = a, then N(T, x) < k.

Moreover, if q,(T, k) is one of the boldface entries of Table 1, then there is a character T with conductor
4.(T,k)+1, ay = ar, and N(T,7) > k.

Proof. Lemma 6.1(a) is a partial verification of the generalized Riemann hypothesis. Although Platt [7] has made
similar computations to much greater height with many more conductors, we independently confirm GRH to this level
and make our rigorous zeros openly available at

http://www.nt.math.ubc.ca/BeMaObRe2/

The conditions in Lemma 6.1(b) imply that ¢ < 15. The 40 primitive characters with ¢ < 15 are covered in our
dataset, and for each, the lowest-height zero is excluded by log W < 1.567.

Lemma 6.1(c) requires many cases. For each of the 80818 relevant characters, the zeros are known to within 10712,
Between each pair of consecutive zeros u, v (or before the first zero), we know the value of N (T, x). This gives a
range of T" over which the inequalities can be proved by our Moore—Skelboe-style interval arithmetic algorithm.

Lemma 6.1(d), concerning the boldface and asterisked entries in Table 1, is also straightforward to pull from our

dataset. |

The other entries in Table 1 can be verified as follows. For a given a, T, k, we find the values of c and r from Table 2.
We then use equation (2.2), evaluating the first two terms to many digits. The last term of equation (2.2) is bounded
using Proposition 2.2 and Proposition 5.5. To use Proposition 5.5, we need to confirm that the restrictive inequalities
hypothesized there are satisfied. Both E5 and E,,, can be explicitly computed, leaving only S. In Proposition 5.2, the
quantity .S is bounded in terms of the Jensen integral. The integrand in the Jensen integral is bounded in Lemma 5.8,
and the bound is restated in Definition 5.10. The resulting integral is then rigorously bounded above using interval
arithmetic, subdividing the region of integration until trivial bounds give the needed precision. Finally, as N (7', x)
must be an integer, we take a floor.

Example 6.2. For example, to verify the statement

if the conductor of x is at most 25252 and a,, = 0, then N (1,x) < 7,

2694 4651

wetake T' = 1,q = 25252,a = O and ¢ = 5530 ~ 1.315, 7 = 5532 ~ 2.271, with values of c and r being pulled from
Table 2. Looking ahead to Proposition 5.5, we set
1 835
o1 ==+ ~ 1.653
T2 5122
and 835 835
= — — ~ 0.478.
512 512¢/2
We find that T 5 )
— log 4 + —%lnf(i +3+i %) < 2.1013434, — -2log((o1) < 0.4883702
m T T s
and

i 4651
Es < 0.1616976, Eo, — E5 < 0.5119502, log =75 = log (1670> :

At this point, as 7 > (14 v/2)(c — 1), we can appeal to Proposition 5.5 to find that

2/ w8 0.1616976  0.5119502 log(1 + v/2)
N(T < 2.1013434 + 0.4883702 + — 1-—
( aX) = + + <2 log 4651 + 2 2 < 10g 4651 ’

™ 1670 1670

whereby we may conclude that
N(T, x) < 2.6639165 4 0.9763160 - S.
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T=5/7 T=1 T=2
a=0 a=1 a=0 a=1|a=0 a=1
42 16 36 12 16 10
172 66 148 42 28 18
934* 934* 844* 408 120 64
934* 934* 844> 844> 330 210
934* 934* 844> 844> 634* 630
3289 1909 1616 905 634*  634*
15991 9007 6256 3425 660 634*
82233 45137 25252 13554 | 1669 1050
443412 238003 | 105597 55727 | 4289 2677
2489523 1310445 | 455195 236710 | 11185 6932

TABLE 1. If x has sign a and conductor ¢ < ¢,(T, k), then N (T, x) < k. For example, if x has
sign a = 1 and conductor less than 9007, then N(5/7, x) < 6. The numbers in boldface are best

© 00O T WD~ O

possible.
T =5/7 T=1 T=2

k a=0 a=1 a=0 a=1 a=20 a=1

5 | (2822,5006) (2896,5176) | (2886,5212) (2961, 5388)

6 | (2719,4694) (2770,4836) | (2778,4902) (2831,5046) | (2956, 5481)

7| (2640,4447) (2677,4566) | (2694,4651) (2734,4771) | (2861,5221) (2906, 5346)

8 | (2577,4246) (2606,4348) | (2628,4444) (2660,4546) | (2785,5001) (2822,5107)

9 | (2527,4081) (2550,4168) | (2575,4272) (2600,4358) | (2723,4812) (2753,4904)
TABLE 2. Values of pairs (¢*,7*) where ¢ = ¢* /2! and r = 7* /21! that can be used to justify the

entries in Table 1.

From Proposition 5.2,

ey 1 [
S <log C(20) + ;/0 F..(0)do,
C((C)

with F, ,-(#) made explicit in Definition 5.10. Easily computing log 20 < 1.0682664, and using interval arithmetic
branch-and-bound, we find that

/ F..(0)df < 13.8132592.
0

Thus,

< 7.9997.

13.8132592
N(T, x) < 2.663915 4 0.9763160 (1.0682664 + )
s

As N(T, x) must be an integer, necessarily N (T, x) < 7.

For the entries in Table 1 with asterisks, the method just described yields bounds that are inferior to the results of
our brute-force computations recorded in Lemma 6.1, and so the entries that appear are taken from those computations
instead of the theoretical bound.
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